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NEWSPAPER SUBSCRIBERS VS.‘NON—SUBSCRIBERS:
FURTHER SEGMENTATION OFFERS NEW INSIGHTS

/

- ' For more ‘thah 25 years, communication researchers have beén
* , /\'ﬁ .
study1ng newspaper readers vs. non- readers and subscr1bers VS. non-subscr1bers

in an attempt to better ‘understand the phenomena of non- reading/non- subscr1b1ng

-

" behavior. Almost all of the previous work in this area has been based on .
studying readers/subscribers and non-readers/non-subscribers'as distinct |

?
L]

segments of the audience. ‘ .

<

, “.In 1958 the Surveys Committee .of the National Association of

Science Writers presented evidence that age, sex, urbanism, education, and
.. . . *

income were related to newspaper reading vs. non-reading. (1) Westley and )

Severin found sypport in’a 961-62 survey in Wisconsin that:
_ The non-newspaper reader proves to be low on the
' _ T e .
] , . Sca1e of occupations, Tow in education, low in income and

LI S

- & : . ]1ke1y to regard himself as “work1ng class" rather than

-

"middle c1ass:" He is much more likely to pe a farmer

. " than a city dweller and, among the non-farm population,

-

somewhat more 1likely to %be a résident of a place under ~
+ 10,000 population than a larger city. The non—?eader is ]
' g no more 1ike1y'to be of one sex or ‘the other, but tends '
] . ‘" - .
\
] . _'l_ . i )
. , .

. 4 “\’i'
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to be e1ther in his 20's.or in h]s 70's or older. He fends *
to have 1lived on]y a few years at. h1s present address. (25 . _'

S1m11ar1y, Greenberg and Kumata found the highest mu1t1p1e

Eorrelation of any media use patterns came w1th newspaper reading, End that

only four demograph1c var1ab1es -- sex, age, educat1on/ and income --

.

"accounted for 27 percent of the var1ab111t% in newspaper readersh1p scores. (3)

More recently, .Rarick specu]ated that household character1st1cs

<

rather than those of 1nd1v1dua1s 1n the household ‘are better predictors of

<

subscribers vs. non-subscribers to dain newspapers.A(SB Again 1ooking at

I
subscribers and non-subs®ibers as distinct segments, Rarick concluded that '
the best %fedictors'of newspaper subscribing are income, length of residence, s

. ‘ 7 . . . « . B )
and home ownership. ) BREETRRNY ' c o v : N .o

-

Several other studie’s of readers vs. non-readers of newspapers

.

have focused on the two segments, and have found similar. patterns which tend

o #

to d1st1ngu1sh readers from non-readers. (5) However Po1ndexten in 1979

P ~r ‘
proposed a new approach to the study of newspaper -non-readers, based on her -

findings that non-redders ate not a homo genous segment, but that-many “non-
readers"” are atypdca] in‘demographic characteristies. That is, they tend

to be more 11ke readers than other non-yeadgrs on measures of sex, 1ncome,

1
SN
i . ;

or educatjon She concluded: . ) . SR o "
. Determinﬁng why-this contraddction exists. underscores

1)
°©

the significance of this ana1y31s of the da11y newspaper non-

- reader communqty and it a1so quest1ons the.va11d1ty of writing . .~
‘%
et~ . [ 4 - -
- ~ 2 > -
1 lr' N -
. ; ¢ ~* 3
» 2 s, 1 . * ’ '
° . ‘-’

- \\ ‘\. . ~ :’ ] “
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' , Ooff the non-reader group as a lost cause as previous
L . .. .
Studies have suggested, (6) - .- : o
. The Problem’ ) *
4
. This study attempts to analyze newspaper subscribers and <

LI
t

Ynon-subdcribers in order to determ1ne wn\ther the two groups are d1st1nct,

homogenous segments or whether there are "atyp1ca1" subscr1bers and non-

i
subscribers. The answer to th1s question has obvious 1mp11cat1ons for

newgpaper c1rcu}at1on market1ng and promotion s1nce newspaper household
Y

penetrat1on levels cont1nue‘to decline in th1s country

Lol

- o
.« 3
° 1
. N
N
A .

Methods P '
2 | : ) ) *
The data for this analysis were obtained in a comprehensive -

N
{ market1ng survey for a da1]y newspaper in the Southeastern United States

¢ N

A random]y se1eFted sample of 1,102 adults were 1nterv1ewed by centralized

.

WATS te1ephone interviewers, with continuous srgeryision and monitoring.

. AN interviewing was completed during August-]982‘ The. N

TR 4
interviews averaged approx1mate1y 20 minutes dnd 1nc1uded standard newspaper

' readersh1p questions, demograph1cs, read1ng interests, and_shopping patterns.
In add1t1on, the following questions were asked to provide a
: .t . “
“base for segmenting the broad subscriber/non-supscriber groups in ‘the market: «
i /

(SUBSCRIB%¥§)' "How 1ikely are you to ‘continue subscr1b1ng to
L the (NAME OF PAPER) -- are you almost certain
to continue subscribing, will you probab]y
v continue,. are the chances 50-50, will¢ you
probably not continue, or are yeu almost certain
that you will not con%1nue subscribing” to the
L (NAME OF PAPER)?" - . '

»

-

¢

0

-




(NON-SUBSCRIBERS) "How 1ikely would you, say you are to Start ~
7 .

subscribing to the (NAME OF PAPER) in the

" next few months -- that is, receiving home
. delivery....are you almost certam that you
' will start subscribing, will. you probably
start, are the chances 50-50, *Will you

* ' \ probably not start subscmb‘mg, or are you
S . ‘ almost certain that you will not start
‘ _ subscribing to the (NAME OF PAPER)?"
. ) ) N
Resu]ts are summamzed in Table T. A
| / ' : TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE ...
(—2 S S :
o .. " Those subscribers who said they were almost certain to continue
] v

subscmbmg were c]ass1f1ed as "hard- core. subscmber)s" and all other*s were

o>
- ~ 3
.

classified as "margma] subscr1bers " Non subscmbers who said the chances °

i
were 50- 50 or better that they wouTld start subscmbmg were c]ass1f1ed as

a
3

1 po’cent1a1 subscribers" and al1 others were classifiedas "hard-core nony .

\ N )
o subscribers." -Th1s resulted in '@J;ol]owmg ceﬂ sizes for the ana]ys1$:
« 8, ’

N

L ot L + Respondents
, " Total Su‘bscri_b‘ers ; ' 370, .
ST hardo_core. Subscribers . - 228 . -
. o . -ut Marginal Subscribers L 142 ' . |
~ S . i
d o a0 Total Non-subscribdys - =0~ 732

) \ - . Potential Subsgpil[ers . 92 -

(4 -

\ H@f‘d-éor_‘e Non-subscribers 640




i The analysis inc]udeg,compériéons of demographics,‘newspaps:; R
content interests, and reasons for starting/stopping aﬁnewﬁpaper subscription

~

between total subscribers vs. total non-subscribers and then among~the four

»

Fd -
segments of hard-core subscribers, marginal subscribers, potential subscribers,

2

and hard-core non-subscribers.

Demographics’ - B ‘ ' _ o Y -
~ ~ : * M * ‘ i . ‘{’
‘ As was expected, there were clear distinctions between the segments

-

of totat subscribers vs. total non-subscribers. Consistent with preVibus studies/

subscribers tended to be o1der,'highef income, married home owners who had 1ived

L

in the area longer. (See Table 2[ ”
. &

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE C .

N

3

7

" which were statistically significant were age and length of }esidence in the

area,'hoﬁeyer. The others, aTthough in the -expected direction, were not

>

statistically signi?icant, R

»
-3

A very different patterh emerges, though, when.the subscriber and
¥y - I

il 4 r

non-subscriber segments are further segmented into the four classifications.
The hard-cpre subscribers and the h;rd-core non-subgcribers tend to he more ;

simi1ar;<and the marginal subscribers tend to be more 1ike the potential

. subscribers on demograbﬂ%cs. For example, the two hard-core.segments tend to’

be older, higher income, home owners, and long2time residents of the area

',wQeréas the marginal subscribers.and the potentiaT subscribers tend to be

younger, lower income, single, and newer residents in the area. {See Table 3)
) ‘ s

-
12

- TABLE 3.ABOUT HERE s

A}
2

- N

.The‘oh1y'differences between subscribers aFd non-subscribers .

v

1




L

“potential-subscribers.

.

, .
As shown in Tab]e %:'there is no statistica11y significant

diffgrence on age between hard- core.subscr1bers and marginal subscr1bers

’

However, the differences are stat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant between potent1a1

subscribers and hard-core non- subscr1bers, as well as between hard-core

-~

“subscribers and hard-core non-subscribers and between marginal subscribers-

and pbtentia] subscribers Th1s spggests ‘that the potent1a1 subscr1bers

are a very d1fferent group and not similar to hatd-core subscr1bers
~

The income compar1sons are even fore 1nteresting._ while

there was not a statistically significant difference between total sub-
4 P ! .

subscribers vs. total non-subscribers, the differences become stat%stica]]y,

f
. Ve

. .significant when the four circu]ai%on segments are analyzed, §s shown in, -

S

Table 3. However, there is not a stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant d1fference

between hard-core subscribers and- hard coré non- subscrﬁbers nor between ..

ES

s .
signifjcant difference between hard-core subscribwrs and marginal subscribers,

marginal subscribers and potentia] subscribensﬁg::;1e there is a statistica]]y .

as well as between“pdtent%§1'subscribers and hard-core non-subscribers. This

»
‘ ~

indicates that on the measure of income, hard-core subscribers and hard-core

-
. 7

non-subscribers are similar, while the-marginal subscribers are more like the

% L

The same situation ex1sts on type of res1dence, wh1ch was not
! .4
statistically significant between tota] suﬁscr1bers vs.. total’ non- subscr1bers

. When the four circulation sugments are analyzed, the difference is statistically

~
v »

significant. And, as with income, the statistically sﬁgnificgnt differences:

]




\ . s
.

are between™hard-core subscr1bers vS. margina] subscribers ard potential

» subscr1bers vs. har ore nonasubscr1bers, w1th no statfst1ca]1y swgn1f1cant

&

d1fferénces between hard core scribers vs. hdard-core non-subscr1bers or

between marg1na1 subscr1bers Vs. potential™s

-

-Length of time in the area is the only demographic characteristic

, * e, .
. whigh does d1st1ngu1sh between the two subscr1ber;segments vs the two non-
subscr1ber segments There are no statvst1ca11y s1§n1f1cant d1fferences between .

hard core subscr1bers and fmarginal subscribers or between potential subscr1bers

and hard-core non- subscr1bers. However, hard-core subscribers’ ;re significantly

different‘from hard-core non-subscribers and mar?ina1 subscribers are ‘s

significant]y different’ from potential subscribers. . ) }

-

’ - _ There vere no stat1st1ca11y significant d1fferences among the

L4 .
s

various c1rcu1at1on segments on mar1ta1 status

! Clearly, then, on the basis of demographics subscribers and

non- substr1bers are not distinct, homogenous segments of the audience. On

]
'some character1st1cs, marg1na1 subscr1bers are more like potent1a1 subscr1bers

e ~

and hard-core subscribers are more 1§ke hard-core non-subscrﬁberss'

> -

. ~ . R
, Newsbapen'Content’Ihtegests - ‘ . "~
‘ y\ Consistent with prewious studies (7), noﬁ subscr1be?s are '
"o. . " gene;a11y less 1nterested in all types. o#‘newspaper content than are
. _subscr1bers. (See Figure 1) Tﬁe largest differences are on locally ‘
. or%ente;;content:'(Sz .//n E .
v FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE o : - )
- i s S . .
. , . . “ .
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o However, as with demographics, when the ¥wo broad'¢iYculation LI

”d

segments are analyzed in more detail with four classifi ations, some very-

different patterns emengé in newspaper content ‘interests) (See Figure 2)

¢

|

FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE - oy
\ L4 R ’ -

Potentia1 subscribers and marginal subscribers, for _example,

3

Mve about the same 1evels of.1nterest in sich content as t1ps on how  to save

\

' mdbey, persona] hea]th ‘and med1ane things.to do and places to go 1n the area,

do-it-yourself articles, city government news, county/§bvernment news, and

. LY
foods and rec1pes -j/mostly "soft" news content Hard-core non- subscr1bers

are less interested” than any other segments in all but. four types of content -~'
lTocal news, national and wor]d news, local sports news, and national sports

nevs -- where they express s]1ght1y more 1nterest than the potent1a1 subscr1bers

Thus as with demographics,_ valuable insights can Be’ ga1ned into

subscribing vs. non-subscr1b1ng behavior: by ana1yz1ng the four circulation '

segments than jgst the two broad-segments-

~

Reasons for Starting/Stopping ) l ' : !

S
Fqna11y, current subscr1bers were asked for the ma1n reasons they

might stop subscr1b1ng to the newspaper, and non- su%scr1bers were asked for
the main reasons they do not subscr1be to the: newspaper When analyzed as

. two broad segments, subscribers are much more Tikely to mention de]dvery

~

- service and billing procedures as reasons they would stop subscribing,

% -
whereas non-subscribers are much more 1ikely to-mention price and content.
4 - pr] : :

-~ [}

~ (See Table 4), -~ . -, A

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE o . A
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- However, as with the previous ana1yses when the two, broach -

c1rcu1at1on segments are d1v1ded into the four segments, different patterns T

<

" °‘emerge. (See(\\Tﬂ . Hard-core subscr1bers and potential,subscribers are

=Y : i

a R TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE S

. more concerned about de11very service and b1111ng procedures whereas marg1na1 >

subscribers and'hard core non- subscr1bers ane more concerned about price and
~ \rl 5, . ) . . .

. content. .

R . . €
N L / - . ’ . - . - .

In othér words hard- ~core subscr1bers appear to be\we11 §3t1sf1ed

-

4

with the newspaper and w111 continue to subscr1be so long as they do not encounter

sertous de11Very serv1ce or b1/ﬂ1ng procedure prob]ems\‘and potent1a1 subser1bers
a

. share a concern about receiving good delivery service w1thout b1111ng procedure

problems. In contrast the marg1na1 subscr1bers seem to be say1ng that they

|

"w111 , stop subscr1b1ng if they perce1ve the newspaper as ng longer worth the

e

cost .of subscribing, w1th.substantia11y less comcern abqut de1ivery service',
_ Lo T ) L -
™ ’ and bi]ling‘procedures, and.the hard-core~non-subscribers'—— with their lower

~

1eve1s of interest in newspaper content -- apparent]y do not perce1ve the

v

3

- newspaper 1n 1ts current form as worth the cost _ . , i
“ . ‘ ) '

.-

On reasons for stopping or starting a subsciription to the newspaper,

Toa ) N
.then, all four circulation segments.are significantly different. In other - :
words, they have very different concerns that relate to Yheir decision to
e N , . . < ) - . "
. stop or start a subscription. L,
g "
) 4 R &.‘« .
/




‘ t6 beg1n subscr1b1ng, four c1rcu1at1on segments 1nd1cate that there

N

. - .
.. . B . .
. . N ¥ . .o . . .
[} * 0 .

A g - - A, . R X be

. . . - .

u ; . . wer .
» - : - % tL i
. . . “
' »-—~

'Of . * - .. — . . . . - i « . . ~
\Q - ! D1scuss1on ¢ e R . ) . ,

-

This study strong1y suggests that daily- newspaper subscr1ber5*' '":.“"

and non-subscribers ate not d1st1nct homogenous segments when further'

~

segmented\to reflect strength of éommlttment to. cgnt1nue subscr1b1ng or . s

’ ~ £

are atyp1ca1" subscr1bers and nonrsubschbers who share many of the . . ,,/'

-

same demograph1c and news content 1nterest ch{racter1sfﬁcs These char—

.’ v . - v
’ s

acter1st1cs d1st1ngu1sh the’“SW1ng“ segments from the broader segments .

of 'subscribers vs. non-subscribers. - o : B

4 Vo,

s . . The decision to subscribe orenot. subscribe-to'a dai]y ’ ,; -

newspaper involves at 1east a sub- consc1ous cost benefit ana]ys1s There T,

are costs involved in subscr1b1ng to and read1ng a daily newspapef’—- the \‘~
I+

Pprice of the subscr1pt1on the t1me and effort'requ1red to read it, etc.

-

There also are beneflts to be dérived from subscr1b1ng to and read1ng a

!

da11y newspaper -= be1ng 1nformed, saving money xhrough advert1séments and
\ N

how-to-do-it art1c1es, plann1ng 1elsure'act3v1t1es;,the.enJoyment of

- LY

reading, deriying a sense of part1c1pat1ng in the commun1ty, etc v .
If a personw feels thatlﬁhe benef1ts outwe1gh the costs of
subscribing to a da11y newspaper that person probab]y w111 continue L

-

or begin to subscr1be If the percerved costs outwe1gh the perce1ved -

benef1ts 2 _person probab]y will .stop or not begin subscr1b1ng - .

’

. In" terms of the ana]yt1c ce]]s in this study,’ haird- -core e .
. P L

subscr1bers apparéht]y fee] that the benef1ts of subscr1b1ng to a da11y J.

' - < -
- A -

n
- . . . - . « °

.
R - - . ‘ -
- . . \ .
/ . . - - » . .
- . ‘ .
N
f

c.
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FEX Y

* far outweigh the costs. Thege pedp1é probably will continue to subscribe

‘the value of a daily newspaper as not worth the costs involved in subscribing‘

" costs and the perce1ved benef1ts of subscr1b1ng to and reading a daily
b newspaper are about equa1, and that on a teeter-totter of costs- benef1ts,

these peop]e wou]d be at or near the fulcrum. These two segments, then,

adding™new subscr1bers to the franchise. Otherwise, there will be continual

-1-

-
. t

to the newspaper unless they encounter serious problems wibh'de1fvery

service and/or bi]]ing‘procedures.

The hard core nan-subscribers, with their generally lower
/ * . ’ é
levels of 1nterest in all types of newspaper coptent, seem to perceive’

. /
to 'and reading the newspapen. These individuals would appear to offer

little potential for the newspaper. ‘

\

Between the two extreme sedments, ambng the marginal sub-

v b hd

scribers and the potential subscribers, we can assume that the perceived ..

- - -~

appear to offer the greaxest potent1a1 for ma1ntaining or jncreasing
newspaper circu]atipn: |

The u1t1mate obJect1ve of a newspaper's CWrcu1at1on market1ng
strategic, p1ann1ng must be to ma1nta1n the current base of subscr1bers while

~

"churn® in the circulation, with new subscribers only replacing old subscribers

nho stop reeeiying home delivery of the newspaper. 8
This study suggests,that two segments of the audience are.of

critical importance to the nenspaper -- the marginal subscribers, who might
' 6 4 »’ .
T - . . . ‘s \

“cancel, and the potential -subscribers;-who-might- begin subscribing.- Ig terms

of marketing strategies, the hard-core subscribers appear to be "safe" fo{v

the newspaper, requiring attention primarily as. it relates to satisfactory

delivery and hilling ‘procedures. Exgensive promotional efforts directed

[
Ry




~

. : -‘\ ~_:".I 2- - .

. (24 . - * . . .

PP

.-toward the hard-Core non subscr1bers will not be product1we “Before most
of these pedple could be "soTd" on subscr1b1ng to a spec1f1c newspaper,

they f1rst would have to be "sold" on the value of reading a newspaper

in general.
- e

!

1

- . , S
Thus, by identifying the key segments of margina1 subscribers

and potential subsc?ibers, a newspape}~cou1d focus its promotional and

marketing efforts on the people most'1ike1y to- affect both shori-run
e .
and long-run circylation trends. This study indicates that the marginal
@ . , -

* 4a.
subscribers may be more similar ‘to potentia% subscribers than to hard-core

subscribers in many characteristics. Thiségtggests that in this market,

2

at least, many ofethe same strategies and t%rgets for maintaining marginal

4

subscribers meg,be similar to the best strategies for attracting potential
f , Y

subscribers. . ’ . \

. ) N

' Summar ) N,
2ummary - “
Th1s study of 1,102 randomly selected adults in a Sovtheastern
\
United States“market indicates that daily newspaper subscr1bers and non-
- M - \‘

subscribers are not distinct, homogepous segments of the audience. Further N

analysis of the data reflects that "atypica)" subscnibe}s and non-subscribers

may be more similar to each.other than to the broader subscriber/non-subscriber

‘ segments of which they are a part.

-~
@

Another study currently underway in a major Southwestern United

States newspaper market includes the same measures as the ones used in this

’

study. The results will be compared to determine if the findings might.

.

apply more broadly than the single Southeastern market.*

k-
“"l
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Table 1. Subscribing Intentions . B
( . . . ‘ , : Total -Subscribers  Total Non-Subscribers
. . . “(N=370) . (N=732)
"N\ Likelihood of Continuing/Starting: o : /
. ° ' 4 ° - |
Allost c{ertain to ’ . 6/1.6% 1.2% .
Probably will. - . 28.9% 2.9% -
. ) - i »&Vv\“ )
Chances 50-50 - - 9,8% o 8.5% c
Probably will not . . ; 0.3% ’ .28‘.2%
Almost certain not to N . 1.4%2 : 53.6%
Not sure/Refused 2.4% - 5.2%
f -
N .
o
e
[]
i R
* L 4
) 1 e ]
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.*Table 2. Demographics of Total Subscribers vs'.. Total Non-Subscribers

' Total Total -
Subscribers Non-—Subscribers_ )
Age: ", |
18 to 34 . v 28.3% .. 40.6%
35 to 49 ‘ 29,99 25,99

' mwer ' ' , 41.7% 30.1%

- ’ / . ‘7 | i
sho X2 = 15,58, 2.d.f., p%;o.m o L )

3

Inébme:' ) '
2% “Under $20,000 | B .57.3%° "o 60.4%
$29,500;Q and over. ' ' SR TR " 39.6%

X2 = 0.9, N.S. |

» Residence: - e N . - ‘ - ‘
Own hofhe - - . {34.9% 82.9% ,
" Rent, other - 1509 1738
X° = 0.91, N.S. | _ |
: Marital Status: !
. "Ma'rried ‘ 7.2 o T0i3
~ Not married ' ) 28.8% 29.7%.
X2 = 017, N.S. - o ) .
Time in-Area: |
" 3 years or 15;55 . 6.0% 13.2%
4.to H; years | \ ' . 14.6"% v ‘ *18.5%
" More than T0 yéars ~ = ; AR . 83—
X2 18.56, 2-d.f., pL< 0.01
’ -~
10 .

PRV ' '
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N ] Table 3;ﬁDemo§raphics‘of Hard-éore Subécr1bers VS. Marg1na} Subscr1be;s vS. )
o . Potential Subscribers vs. Hard-Core Non-Subscribers
§ . - . . Hard-Core
Hard-Core | Margma] Potential * Non-
. Age: Subscribers ~Subscribers * Subscribers Subscribers
. 18 to 34 27.8% 29.3% 61.2% 37.1% i
35 o 49 i 29.1% 31.3% ' 15.5% 27..0% ) -
20 and older 43.2% 39.5% « 23.3% 35.§%
=373, 6 d.5.,"p & 0.00 ‘
X2 Hard core Subscr1bers vs. Marginal Subscribers = 0.56, 2 d.f. », N.S. “
X2 Hard core Subscr1bers vs. Hard-core Non-Subscrihers = 7.51, s ;)<C: 0. 05
%2 Marginal Subscribers vs. Potential Sub:scrjbers =24.41, 2.djf., p£L 0.0
X2 Pqtentia1'5ubscrib;rs vs. Hard-core Non-Sybscribers - 20.58, 2 d.f., p & 0,01
"‘ /\ . LT :
~ Igcome: . / ' .
Under $20,000 54 4% 61..9% 69.1% 56. 6%
$20,000 and over 45 6% ~38.1% 30.9% 43.4%
X2 =12.33, 3d.f., p o§o1_ t
_ X% Hard-core Subscribers vs Marginal Subscribers = 3.00, 1 d.f., p< 0.10
Xz Hard-core Subscriﬂers v%.‘Hard-cofe»Non-Subscribers = 0.39, N.S.
. X2 Marginal %ubscribers vsi Potential Subscribers = 1:26, N.é.
‘ X2 Potentia1,Subscribers v%. Hard-core Non-Subscribers = 5.90, 1 d.f., p<<: 0.05 -
) Residence: ; )
Own home | ‘8759 81.0% B3% e T
5 Rent, other 12.5% 19;0% . 26.9% 15.3%
- XP—=TT705" 3-d.1'., 0705 ' e
X2 Hard-core Subscribers vs. Marginal Subscribers = 4.08, 1 d.f., p 4: 0.05
, X2 Hard-core Subscribers vs. Hard-core &on-Subspribers =1.29, N,S.
X2 Marginal Subscribers.vs. PstentiaJ Subscribers = 2.26, N.S.
o X2 Poteﬁtfij Subsgrjbers vs. Hard-Core Non-Subscribers =7.47, 1 d.f., p 4::0.01 .
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“4~Tab1ey3. Demographics, ‘continued

. ] . Hard-Core
Hard-Core . Marginal _ Potential’ Non-
\Subscribers Spbgcrjber§; Subscribers Subscribers
Marital Status: i ) ; |
‘ \ - N \/ .
Married = * ©72.8% 68.6% 63.9% 71.4%
_ . < . Not married C27.2% . 31.4% ¢ 36.19 28.6%
. ‘\" \ Ll ~
x2=3:20, 3 d.f., N.S.
X2 Hard-core Subscribers vs. Marginal Subscribers =1.22, N.S.
x2 ?ard-core Subscribers vs. Hard-core Non-SuBscriberss= 0.20, N.S.
A X2 ﬁargina] Subscribers vs. Potential Subscribers = 0.32, N.S.
;.XZ :botentia1 Subscriﬁers vs. Hard-core Non-Subscribers = 1:88, N.S. . -
- ." ,
’ Time o Area: 3 7
.3 years or Jes\s S 8.7 7.9+ 18.5%  12.3% )
4 to.10 years. ) 13.8%2  *© 15.8% 15.9%2 . .'18.8% ;
~ More than 10 years 81.5 76.3%, 65.4%  68.8%
T X% 227, 6d.f, p e - 0.00 -
- x? Hard-core Subscribgrs'vs.wMargina] Subscribers = 3.10, N.S.
" X2“ Hard-core Subscribers vs’ Harq-cqre Non-Subscribers = 16.44, 2 d.f., bt(: 0.01
S '
.. x2 Marginal Subscribers vs. Potential Subscribers = 5.73, 2 d.f., p< 0.10 - s
o . LN . N -
9 4 X2 " pot engial Subscribers vs. Hard<core Non-Subscribers = 2.56, N.S. .
ORI \—' ~ o
»e - ‘
& ’ [ ) ? <
~ — ’ 1 r:ﬂ » -
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%‘ij 3 Téble 4, . Reasons for Stopping or Starting a Subscription ’ *
; ‘ T N Total Total- =~
‘ ’ Subscribers’ Non-Subscribers = |
. T - price T 5513 -
Content $ 25,04 842483~ '
}' . . . - . \/\ . N Saha -
Delivery service #3179 33.4% ' .
Billing procedures v 25.9% 18.9%
Xt = 25.6%, 3 d.f., p < 0.01 : ’
. -
. ) -
> ” »
\ ] v
- - . ~— -
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. gt
.o~ - |
s 4
l
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Table 4. Reasons for Stopping or Starting by Circu]atior} Segments _ ‘
Y , . . "~ Hard-Core
. - Hard-Core . Marginal ‘Potential" | Non-
T Subscribers Subscribers Subscribers Subscribers
.- Price ‘ 42.0%, | 57.3% 41.4% . - 55.1%
Content _ _ 21.8%  30.0% 18.05  49.3% -
) . -
Delivery service: . e 42.9% - 15.8%  __A870% 31.0%
. ' o .. ’ -
Billing procedures '31.8% ©17.5% [ 28,0% 17.3%
X = 25.61, 9 d.f., p < 0.0 ' -

_" X.2 Hard-core Subscribers vs. Margtnal Subscribers = 32.90, 3 d.f., p< 0.01 -

-~ -

X2 Hard-core Subscribers vs. Hard-core Non-Subscribers = 61.75, 3 d.f., p< 0.01
- ‘ . :
X2 Marginal Subscribers vs. Potential Subscribers = 30.24, 3 d.f.; p < 0.01

»

x2 Pg@n%a] Subscribers vs. Hard;éore Non-Subscribers = 50.99, 3 d.jf*.:g;p <.0.01
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. Figure f.
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